abStract much fuss has been made of the "spatial turn" in recent years, across a range of disciplines. It is hard to know if the attention has been warranted. a confusion of terms has been used-such as space, place, spatiality, location-and each has signified a cluster of often contradictory and confusing meanings. this phenomenon is common to a range of disciplines in the humanities. this means, first, that it is not always easy to recognize what (if anything) is being discussed under the rubric of space, and second, that over-extended uses of the cultural turn have stymied meaningful engagement with (or even a language of) materiality in discussions of space. this article shows how materiality has been marginalized both by a casual vocabulary and a vigorous a priori epistemological holism on the part of scholars, and how the spatial turn has been too closely linked to the cultural turn to allow it to develop its fullest explanatory potential. It demonstrates how historians might profitably theorize the significance of place and space in their work (borrowing techniques from geographers and anthropologists, and referring to the phenomenological tradition), and sets out some challenges for using space more effectively in explanatory systems. Inspired by environmental history, sociology, and science and technology studies, I propose a way of establishing space as different from conventional historical handling of materiality, and end by identifying some methodological problems that need to be solved if we are to proceed on a surer footing.
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Keywords: space, place, location, phenomenology, materiality, buildings, history, environment It is a commonplace to assert, across a range of disciplines, that there has been a "spatial turn" in the humanities in the last few years. there has been enormous attention to the "spatial," but I will argue in this article that this attention has, in part, functioned to cover up a profound silence about space and has over-relied on under-theorized notions of place. I will suggest that the "spatial turn" is an extension of the cultural turn and does little to help us engage with the matter and substance of human experience. I do this not as a curmudgeon keen to return to the "common-sense" values of "proper" empirical history, someone who may be hostile to the many reflexive turns that historians have taken over the last thirty or so years. Quite the reverse. I have argued consistently throughout my work that space is a primary category through which the human experience needs to be analyzed and explained.
2 I have focused particularly on those spaces that are 1. the author particularly thanks Stephen mossman, Nick Stargardt, moritz foellmer, and the very helpful referees for help in preparing this article.
2. See, in particular, leif Jerram, Streetlife: The Untold Story of Europe's Twentieth Century (Oxford: Oxford University press, 2011); Germany's Other Modernity: Munich and the Building of conditioned by the built environment. but there is a fundamental problem: very few scholars in any discipline (myself included) have explained precisely what space is, and when they have, it is often treated as a dimension of the human imaginary. this limits clarity about what is being analyzed, and stalls discussion of materiality in its tracks.
In our everyday lives, we intuit the importance of physical space in all sorts of ways, and we can often produce examples of its impact on our own lives. for example, those who grew up sharing a bedroom with siblings often talk of the different forms of sociability and experiences of adolescence they had compared to those who had their own room. few university academics are indifferent to the space in which they work: how much natural light it has, the quantity of surface area it includes, whether they share it or not, its proximity to or distance from others in the same discipline, or from the parking lot or the photocopier. this intuition is powerful in us and persuades us that space influences our own lives, such that we invest considerable emotional and financial resources to make them "just so." I feel confident enough to assert that no reader of this article is indifferent to where he or she is.
for example, it is easy to intuit but fiendishly hard to demonstrate that family life and therefore issues of sexuality, leisure, gender, age, and generation are altered by the availability of dwelling space in the first instance, and by internal spatial disposition in the second. as greta bucher has shown, the disposition of solids, voids, and people in postwar moscow was central to increasing or lowering the stresses and tensions for families, and might maintain or break a family unit in a society under duress.
3 for example, elena lived in a room with four other family members, in an apartment they shared with three other families. She adapted her behavior on her wedding night to fit this spatial situation: "We stood [on our bed] in the corner and he hung a curtain around the other two sides. We didn't kiss, we couldn't make any noise, because, you understand, that in the same room were my mother and her brother." 4 elena then went on to elaborate how this lack of space and disposition of things relative to people destroyed her and her husband's psychosocial well-being. If we agree with elena's conclusions about the interplay of physical space and family life, we should be able to identify a method to verify them; if, however, we dismiss elena's conclusions (after all, plenty of rich people in big houses end their marriages too), we should be honest and be able to say that we disagree with elena's analysis of her own life, and why.
It seems clear that the space was doing something here (or that elena thought it was). and one might extend this argument. In an article on social housing in the Weimar republic, I tried to show that material space was a significant tool to enable the state to interact with its citizens: to shape citizens' behavior in a way that they could not avoid.
5 my contention was (and still is) that when human sub- jects aim to intervene in each others' lives, it is hard for them to make the intervention both unavoidable and stable, without persistent reinvestment of resources. education systems and police forces, for example, require constant reproduction every single day-and even with that investment, many citizens of modern states ignore or challenge their interventions, in both open and undiscovered ways. but no-one can exist outside the space they are in. Space, as I will define it in this article (and as I have conceived of it in more recent work on european history), offers a way of understanding relationships that opens up the particular and the peculiar, but while offering tools to link the particular to wider processes that tend to be analyzed in taxonomic categories like class, race, gender, sexuality, state, expertise, or law. Space is (literally, not at all figuratively) how these taxonomic categories come into relationship with one another. as engels argued in The Condition of the Working Class in England, in the great towns of the North, such as manchester, leeds, and glasgow, space was not incidental to the production and maintenance of a grotesquely unequal system; space was precisely the mechanism that generated and sustained that system. 6 the rich man in his castle and the poor man at his gate cannot have a "real" relationship understood only in theoretical terms; relying on a classification of their relationship through the tropes of class or capitalism perpetually confines explanation to the abstract realm of the academic construct. It privileges the academic standpoint, and not the (literal and metaphorical) standpoint of the subjects we claim to understand.
yet if we accept that spaces intervene, it is also unclear whether any resultant change in human actions is dependent on other, more important factors (for example, beliefs about the nature of sex or gender roles), and that are in part materially driven. engels did not think so, but potentially, the role of the space itself is a mere curiosity-a tautology, embellishing processes originating elsewhere, but not productive of them. as one influential urban sociologist, profoundly alert to the historical production of the phenomena he seeks to explain, reminds us: "to forget that urban space is a historical and political construction in the strong sense of the term is to risk (mis)taking for 'neighborhood effects' what is nothing more than the spatial retranslation of economic and social differences." 7 loïc Wacquant here proposes that the spatial arrangement of things and people may be the product of more important processes that we should be studying, rather than causes of them. 8 (although how such processes could take effect extra-spatially is a fraught question; it would be like studying the impact or actions of the automobile without any reference to gasoline or oil.) this essay seeks to ask some questions about space-but not necessarily answer them. I am seeking to define a problem, not to solve it. I will do this by reflecting on several problems in the field. the first section identifies a wide- referred to with the word. the goal of this first section is to crystallize a set of confusions or contradictions and offer a vocabulary to reinforce that crystallization. even if the terminology suggested here is roundly rejected, it will bring the problem to consciousness and serve as a clarifying heuristic device. the second section reflects on how well developed ideas of place and location are in current scholarship-as opposed to space-but how rarely historians engage consciously with these. It highlights some of the values of "platial" (to coin an ugly neologism, but one that underlines the problems of using a word like "space" and "spatial" to refer to so many things) and "locational" approaches by stressing how a phenomenological heritage might assist historians in developing their analyses. the third section explores some suggestions about how to overcome these problems, and proposes some starting points for further work, by suggesting that we ditch a problematic a priori holism that pervades a range of disciplines in the humanities (geography, social theory, anthropology, history), and explore some of the possibilities inherent in science and technology studies and a sort of "naïve materialism" and "imaginative phenomenology."
I. a cONfUSION Of termS
If we are going to talk about a "spatial turn" in history, then we need to understand the fulcrum about which we are turning. that means defining what space is. a significant problem is that in academic usage, place and space can both refer to many things that often overlap, with the net result that one cannot really be sure what a scholar is talking about. for example, in gerd Schwerhoff's comment on this forum, 9 just running through lefebvre, Simmel, luhmann, and Schlögel produces thirteen possible "space" meanings or qualities, such that, following them, it is hard to know for sure what would not be space-given that they encompass actions, representation, communication, the thing that produces meaning, distance, virtuality, materiality. at the heart of the confusion are the words "place" and "space," which so often jumble up materiality, distributions, relationships, and meanings in very unhelpful ways. although the two words are often used interchangeably, they both are often used to refer, in fact, to two or more of three distinct things, which may all be mutually constitutive, but which are all conceivable as being characterized by different qualities and effective in three different ways:
1. the proximate physical disposition of things in relation to one another and to humans-such as walls, streets, motorways, telephones, air-vents, mountains. this is space as meant in the following sentence: "the lack of space meant four families had to share the same apartment, and four people had to live in the same room."
2. the location of things on the earth's surface, and the relationship between those locations and the scale/density/complexity/distribution of those relationships. this models places as locations, and space as a universal 9. gerd Schwerhoff, "Spaces, places, and the Historians: a comment from a german perspective," History and Theory 52, no. 3 (2013), 420-432. or infinite (but meaningless) plane on which locations are situated. this is the sense of space as most geographers mean it: spacing, where space is a meaningless vector throughout which things (meanings, items, practices) are distributed. 10 3. the values, beliefs, codes, and practices that surround a particular location, whether that location is real or imagined-for example: the ways that sleeping arrangements are organized differently in varying cultures; or visions of heaven in different religions; or the ways the cenotaph in london comes to carry meanings of mourning, nation, monarchy; or the ways kitchens are characterized as a "woman's place."
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I propose that we use the word "space" to refer to 1: the particular proximate disposition of things in relation to one another, and to humans; that we use positional words like "site," "location," "distance," "area," and "distribution" to refer to 2; and that we use the word "place" to refer to 3. to sum up: space is material, location is relational or positional, place is meaningful. If we do this, we will see the very rich and fruitful (albeit under-theorized) use of "place" and location in historical scholarship, but the somewhat impoverished (or at least, confusing) use of the word "space" in most scholarship, my own included. this should stimulate us to think through space more thoroughly, if we are still convinced that it matters, or to ditch the "spatial turn" (and think through that) if we are not.
the idea, though, that "space" can have a meaning in the sense we often use it is not helpful to effective spatial analysis. We talk of gay space, male space, sacred space, and so on; but a space cannot possess the quality of being gay, male, or sacred. a sports hall that is used for pentecostal meetings on a Sunday afternoon may shift from being a "male space" to a "sacred space," but the space may well be the same, and neither would help you calculate the cost of re-laying the floor, such would be their a-spatiality. It is a crass anthropomorphism to give space these (or any other human) qualities-and one that once again serves to marginalize the material. far too often, knowledge generated from humans (in this case, about the gender of people playing basketball, say, and the religious beliefs of a confessional group) is read into or onto a space from knowledge generated elsewhere, and then read back off the space as if that were the source of the knowledge, and then fêted as a new evidential category. Such a practice does not seem to warrant a "turn."
this elision is reasonably common in historians' treatment of space. consider thomas rohkrämer and felix Schulze's recent reflection on space and place. their model emphasizes that place is about experience, meaning, and perception. space is, they continue: "'Space' is used to denote an abstract, distant perspective, for example a scientific analysis, a bird's eye view, or a modern map reducing space to a manageable, two-dimensional relationship which can give the sense (or illusion) of control."
12 So space is a perspective, like a map, not the thing upon which one has the perspective, whereas they conclude that place is "a multiplicity of heterogeneous influences and forces, relations, negotiations, practices of engagement, power in all its forms." 13 and they also argue, using space and place almost terminologically interchangeably, that: "Human understandings of and relationships to space are to a large degree socially constructed, but natural and humanly constructed places also have power over humans (without, of course, determining their actions)." 14 So in this analysis, the words "space" and "place" seem relatively interchangeable, and the word "space" does not denote the thing itself, but a) a perspective on it, or b) a system for representing it, like a map. a map is, argues edward Dimendberg, another variety of metaphor analogous to language, so following Dimendberg, rohkrämer, and Schulz, place is a variety of meaning, and space is a sort of language-and language is a variety of meaning.
15 meanings, meanings, everywhere. Indeed, in this issue, Willem de blécourt defines space in a similarly immaterial way, arguing that, "[i]n a sense, it [space] does not exist outside the way it is perceived."
16 following spatial definitions like these denies a language or terminology of materiality from even entering into scholarly analysis, let alone being credibly theorized.
Place and Location, Space and the Void: Ambiguous Meanings
the situation with the word "place" is marginally better, though there are some confusing linguistic overlaps to bring to consciousness here too. first, place sometimes refers to location (what Schwerhoff in this issue calls "concrete place" 17 ), but sometimes it refers to something quite different-the qualities, practices, beliefs, representations, and symbols that cluster at that location. Second, space sometimes refers not to the disposition of things in relation to one another and to people at a particular location, but sometimes is taken to signify a meaningless void for arranging and sorting the relationships among locations. So for pierre Nora, places (lieux) are both specifically geographical, marking defined locations on the surface of the globe (like the tomb of the unknown warrior under the arc de triomphe), and also about meanings and symbols and experiences that may cluster there.
18 So in Nora's analysis, "lieu" refers both to location and place as I have defined them: sites with specific geo-coordinates (location), and complex sociocultural systems of managing human experience associated with those sites (place). So once again, it is impossible to know with our current chaotic vocabulary if scholars are addressing locations ("concrete places") or the cultures, practices, values, and symbols that cluster there. Krisztina robert, in this issue, implicitly recognizes this duality, stressing that actions redefine the meanings of locations; they are platially transformative. 19 When she wishes to distinguish between "home" and "front" (two locations), she shows clearly that it is the performances at each that give them their meanings. places, crucially, need not have a geographical location at all-like heaven, or Hogwarts, or "olde england." (Whether a space can be imaginary is a more fraught question altogether, and one that this essay does not have room to address. In arthur Koestler's Darkness at Noon, rubashov sits in a cell. rubashov is a fiction; the cell is a fiction. but rubashov relates to the cell as if it were real. Whether the cell should be approached as a place or a space is a question to set to one side for now.) the confusion around place extends to space. for many geographers, space is a characterless vector throughout which places (confusingly, both locations and meaning/performances associated with them) are dispersed. for example, tim cresswell states that, "places have space between them," implying here that "place" is like a point on a map (as well as being a cluster of meanings, which he argues vigorously as well), and that space is a void between things-so is therefore the thing that constitutes "distance."
20 the idea of space as a universal plane, an aggregated interplay of locations is not useless-but we should be clearer about what it is. paul gilroy uses it to good effect, for example, in The Black Atlantic. In this work, the atlantic functions not so much as a material thing that conditions the behavior of the other things or people that are proximate to it (the atlantic does not "make" black identity happen), but as a code for a totality of the plane of the interplay of locations, behaviors, conventions, and cultures. 21 Jürgen Habermas's model of the "public sphere" would also be an example of the potency of modeling the world as a set of interconnected points (in this case, ports, coffeehouses, trading houses, newspaper presses, courts in the eighteenth century) in which the nature of each point as a physical entity is less significant than the product of the aggregate interrelationship among them. 22 thus, for gilroy, the atlantic is an area or network, not a specific space, and for Habermas the public sphere is a multiplicity of locations (points on a map) and places (clusters of symbols and practices), not a space.
Using space to signify a universal plane, containing locations (sites, positions) and places (values, performances, symbols, associations) is common beyond geography, too. a universal plane of interconnected points is what foucault calls "heterotopia," although he uses the words "space" and "place" themselves so interchangeably that it is hard to be sure.
23 the use of "space" as an otherwise neutral plane on which locations are distributed is explained perhaps most usefully and accessibly by anthony giddens (borrowing from Hägerstrand). He characterizes space as a void on which the routines and performances of everyday life in modernity are separated, and coordinated with time.
24 "Space," for giddens and foucault, functions largely as a blank canvas (or taxonomic continuum) onto which different places are painted, but in using the word "space," rather than, say, "network of sites," clarity about physical space is once again crowded out by denying it a language-or at least, by so freely using the word "space" that it makes it hard to know what it might refer to. a clearer engagement with the theoretical underpinnings of this material network or "plane of locations" would be a potent way for historians to engage with geographers and anthropologists. Such an emphasis on the distribution and interconnectedness of locations is an assumed underpinning of some of the practices of world and economic history. 25 However, it still would not solve the problem of space as I have defined it, because it strips space of its particularity, and makes it an empty organizing principle-much in the way that chronology for historians does not show anything in and of itself, but it is essential in understanding the temporal relationships of things. chronology for historians is a sorting tool, not an explaining tool; space, conceived of as this formless, universal continuum, functions similarly. If space has a status and function similar to chronology (merely a cataloguing or ordering device), it is not worth the intellectual fuss that has been made of it.
II. tHe ValUe Of place, tHe ValUe Of lOcatION these overlaps and interchangeabilities of space and place in scholarly writing do not imply that place, in the sense that I mean it (the practices, values, symbols, and meanings associated with a location, real or imaginary), is irrelevant or marginal to historical explanation-quite the reverse. Historians who have attended to place have generally acknowledged in their actions, if not their words, the arguments that have underpinned a powerful trend in geography, archaeology, and anthropology over the last thirty years. although most geographers use "place" to mean "location," they tend also to mean the values, symbols, performances, habits, and meanings associated with that location too. as geographer tim cresswell demonstrates clearly in his work, there is a consensus about the performative and cultural aspects of place among geographers: "[t]he majority of writing about place focuses on the realm of meaning and experience. place is 23 how we make the world meaningful and the way we experience the world. place, at a basic level, is space invested with meaning. . . ." 26 Drawing on a phenomenological philosophical tradition reaching back through merleau-ponty to Heidegger, Husserl, Kant, and beyond, "place" has come to be seen by many scholars as a structuring precondition of human consciousness and being-in-the-world. 27 phenomenological approaches reason that to be conscious is to be conscious of something other than the consciousness-forming organ, and that the first thing of which a human is conscious is its environment: that is to say, the not-self. this approach emphasizes that being and consciousness implicitly mean being somewhere, and being conscious of being somewhere, simultaneously. In short, "to be" is "to be in place" (say, in a safe place) and "to be in space" (say, in a cot) and "to be at a location" (say, at grandma's house), and therefore any account of being (or experience or memory) without environment would be trivial. Historians interested in place (as so many are, myself included) might wish to attend to these philosophical niceties, because exploring and presenting the theoretical underpinnings of a "platial" approach would make the very many histories that happen either nowhere or everywhere (for example, in "germany," as if this were a phenomenological environment that might produce a human consciousness) harder to justify, as well as opening up room for the genuinely spatial, by illuminating the distinctive features of the platial.
Urban cultural historians have been particularly effective at capturing the "emplaced" natures of their subjects, albeit usually without much platially oriented theoretical underpinning. but they have also unwittingly engaged with another key concern of some geographers: the ways that handling multiple locations offers a method to highlight plural simultaneities, rather than flattening the diversity of human experience into one, coherent "moment," with all the violence to complexity that that involves. 28 Urban cultural historians' usage of plural sites to construct parallel narratives responds, albeit usually unconsciously, to 26 some of the most potent arguments of the highly influential geographer Doreen massey. She argues that by viewing the world as a dynamic simultaneity of multiple locations in which people perform their interactions, one can attain the overthrow of the tyranny of teleological eurocentric models of development, or bourgeois models of progress, that can prevail in the social sciences (she has her sights set more on economics, anthropology, sociology, and geography than on history here). In this historical model (derived from nineteenth-century ideas of progress, or marxian notions of historical change, or economic ideas of development), the people of rwanda, or the housing project at the end of the road, are like me-just not yet. real difference or diversity is violently denied by situating it in a developmental, historical, teleological model. for massey, engaging with a pluralism of locations is a way of overcoming the "prison-house of synchrony," and opening up a world of plural, dynamic simultaneity to reach the conclusion that difference exists and we do not need to correct for it, but rather, embrace it.
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Her approach to plural locations and sites is one that historians like me would profit from exploring, and one that many historians would find it easy to integrate into their work-and many have done so, though without engaging closely with positions like massey's. but although her work is entitled For Space, space again appears here as a meaningless void to coordinate the relationships of particular sites. a more accurate descriptive title would be For Location (or, better, For Locations). this is the way that amanda flather, in this issue, complicates the historical arguments about early modern gender: she takes a plurality of locations in order to develop a picture that embraces the complexity in order to shift focus from "a woman's place" (a cultural argument about separate spheres) to "a woman's locations," a geographical argument about how site plurality can demolish academic conventions. 30 this still leaves historians (and other scholars) with the tricky matter of matter. although historians may benefit from theorizing the platial aspects of their work, they have already been reasonably skillful at explaining what people thought and did, inasmuch as they wrote it down. but we have, as a profession, been weaker at looking at other forms of evidence. I have attempted it in my own work, arguing, for example, that the physical layout of kitchens was instrumental in forcing certain family structures of everyday life onto women's lives in Weimar germany, but I resorted to a relatively crass, deductive "naïve empiricism" to do so. 31 to devise a more complex theory of action will be tricky, and fraught with difficulties-as matthew Johnson highlights in this volume. 32 In one of the most refreshing and insightful pieces of methodological work in this field that I have read, architectural historian William Whyte has critiqued historians for viewing buildings (which both he and I agree are good examples of spatial interventions in human affairs) as texts to be read in an uncomplicated way, and proposes very convincing ways of reading them more effectively (and of which historians should take more note). but even for Whyte, the spaces (their matter) exist largely as texts to be (better) interpreted for their meanings, rather than understanding what they do qua spaces. 33 Johnson echoes this concern in this collection, highlighting the ways that meaning can be meaningless. as historian ralph Kingston observed in a recent review essay on the spatial turn in history, much of the use that historians have made of space has been, essentially, a replay of the cultural turn, where space has been viewed as a repository of cultural meaning, rather than as a physical "thing" that structures human action. 34 effectively, Kingston is challenging the type of assumption that Schwerhoff makes in his comment on the forum, that the "'spatial turn' is not about pure facticity and materiality, but about constructivism and symbols." 35 Kingston concludes that, "[c]entered on the production of spatial ideas, however, our Spatial turn has obliterated interest in bricks and mortar. Human beings, we argue, interact through space, and only secondarily in space."
36 When historian chris Otter searched for the material aspects of urban history, he concluded that the immaterial city had almost entirely displaced the material: "even marxist approaches to the city tended to study abstract forces of capital rather than the physical texture of urban space. the cultural turn merely amplified this trend towards immateriality. the material world featured in such analyses, to be sure, but it was relegated to a limited series of roles which left materiality as such largely unexamined." 37 Otter is part of a trend of scholars across the humanities who are seeking to assert the importance of a materiality in understanding the relationship between matter and humans, and this will be the focus of the next section.
III. a fractUreD WHOle. Or, caN tHe Space SpeaK? the interchangeability of space and place in much writing is not always accidental. It relates to a deliberate set of elisions, and one that reinforces the incapacity that we have to describe space materially. In doing the research for this article, I was surprised by the almost visceral a priori assertions of holism that I encountered. 38 Historian patrick Joyce and social theorist tony bennett recently stated that: "the crucial intellectual move . . . is one that turns towards . . . the erasure of familiar conceptual distinctions between the natural and the social, the human and the non-human, and the material and the cultural, divisions that are all in the first place predicated on the immaterial/ material divide." 39 innovation, but in fact, it can be found in thinking about sites for some forty or so years, with the net effect that it is rare that spaces are described in their material forms, distinguished from a range of symbolic functions that relate to them. this holism is vibrant, assertive, and longstanding, and permeates the literature on space and place. Henri lefebvre is perhaps the heaviest of heavy hands on the shoulders of discussions about space, and a longstanding apostle of holism. binary theories, he argued, which posit a res cogitans and a res extensa, imply a "dualism which is entirely mental, and strips everything which makes for living activity from life, thought and society (so, from the physical, mental and social, as from the lived, perceived and conceived)." 40 So he argued that to view these things as dual was itself an illusion produced by the human mind, just as Joyce and bennett would do forty or so years later. His triangular taxonomy of space stems from this position. It is often quoted, so needs attention, because it models an approach to space devoid of materiality. His model of space comprises:
1. Spatial practice. How people perform in their worlds, for example, "the daily life of a tenant in a government-subsidized high-rise housing project." 41 It is about people doing things habitually, and with rhythms.
2. representations of space. this is "conceptualized space, the space of scientists, planners, urbanists, technocratic subdividers, and social engineers." It is a "system of verbal . . . signs." 42 3. representational spaces. "Space as lived through its associated images and symbols," and it "overlays physical space, making symbolic use of its objects." 43 In short, there is one system of people doing things, and there are two systems of people representing things. but no things! all materiality is elided into the mental (symbolic) or bodily (people doing things) world-explicitly so: "in absolute [physical] space the absolute has no place, for otherwise it would be a 'non-place'."
44 So while lefebvre insists there is no division between mind and matter, his taxonomic method proceeds by excluding matter (and using place and space interchangeably, too, it should be noted). that does not look like a successful conquest of the evils of binarism, but a merger that suppresses the capacity to discuss matter. mind and matter are clearly related; but that cannot mean that only one of them can act.
leading scholars in many disciplines have concurred in this a priori holism, at least in the attempt to overcome a divide between the internal and the external. of mind and matter, meaning and substance." 46 Some have gone as far as to propose a new category to defeat the problems of thinking about the world in terms of the cultural/social and the material. edward Soja, a hugely influential geographer, has reinforced this elision, proposing a whole new category of analysis: thirdspace. "thirdspace, . . ." he expands, "can be described as a creative recombination and extension, one that builds on a firstspace perspective that is focused on the 'real' material world and a Secondspace perspective that interprets this reality through 'imagined' representations of spatiality." 47 the interplay of two measurables (or studiables) has to be profitable to scholarship; but eliding them into a new whole, thirdspace, again marginalizes materiality by denying it a legitimate language. above all, scholars in geography have borrowed from the phenomenological tradition to unify the "real and imagined" binary in the iterations of the body, revealed in affect (as Johnson begins to do in this issue). 48 Just as wealth and poverty are two constituent elements of the same thing, existing on a mutually constitutive scale, and neither makes any sense without the other, few scholars would accept that we should elide the two, and not define who is poor, what poverty is, and what poverty does.
the title to this section cheekily borrows gayatri chakravorty Spivak's question, "can the subaltern speak?," and deliberately so. 49 In her seminal essay, Spivak proposes that the structure of knowledge with which we (historians and cultural critics, though it is applicable to other disciplines) work emerged in a particular time (the nineteenth century) and location (europe), which means that the structure of knowledge has been so designed so that one perspective frames all discourse. Words may come from a colonized subject, but they are expressed only in disciplinary or intellectual terms allowed by the colonizing culture. We have reached the same point with words and space. Historians were fixated on words (and, to a lesser degree, numbers) before the cultural turn, but that turn has heightened our focus on them (though it has rather displaced numbers). maiken Umbach has highlighted that, since the cultural turn, many scholars have delighted in framing textual/verbal evidence as unstable, labile, shifting, and problematic; yet the evidence offered by space or images of space is often seen as just that little bit too unstable, labile, shifting, and problematic.
50 the same courtesy we extend to words is not extended to space. a highly problematic aspect of scholarly attempts to use space as evidence of something is the temptation to read from a space knowledge derived from elsewhere-a by-product, perhaps, of the habit of the elision of material and cultural/social. for example, pierre bourdieu's early work (foundational to evolv- ing his theory of habitus, and therefore significant to a study of both place and space as I have defined them) proposed a way of understanding the world that, at first glance, seems profoundly spatial-to do with the disposition of things with regard to one another and humans. In his work on the Kabyle house (which michel de certeau rates as "the best that he has written"), bourdieu argued that the disposition of things in the dwelling did not just symbolize the distinctive features of Kabyle culture, but produced them. 51 He explained:
It is also in front of the loom wall, facing the door, in full daylight, that the young bride is made to sit, as if to be shown off, like the decorated plates that hang there. When one knows that a baby girl's umbilical cord is buried behind the loom, and that to protect a maiden's virginity, she is made to step through the warp, from the side facing the door to the side next to the loom wall, then the function of magical protection attributed to the loom becomes evident.
52
Upon further reflection, it becomes clear that no such things could "become evident." No outsider looking at, or being in, a Kabyle house could work out the meanings of the disposition of things, or their effects on the inhabitants, from the things themselves-that is to say, from the space. bourdieu has generated a large amount of data from other sources, then read those data onto the space, then read them back off the space as if that were whence he derived them. the space itself in this instance cannot speak-acknowledged, in a way, by the concession, "when one knows. . . ." the space itself is a room, a door, some plates, and a loom. the rest is bourdieu, and his knowledge is derived from elsewhere. We may need evidence from elsewhere to achieve understanding-the ways I might relate to a loom opposite a door in 2012 in manchester would be very different from the ways the Kabyle might relate to it in 1950s algeria. So I might be foolish to claim to understand the agency of the space without further knowledge. but how we might prevent that subsequent knowledge "infecting," or just obliterating, what we say about the spatial materiality of the loom opposite the door is a problem that remains to be solved-if, indeed, it can be solved. alternatively, a "naïve materialist" approach to the space might help strip back layers of cultural speculation and social analysis to reveal a "bare" materiality that helps us at least abandon the pretense that we are currently equipped to talk about space itself, and begin reflecting on what sort of tools we might need to do that. It could, in fact, be profoundly liberating to say that this is a loom and a door, not a mechanism for understanding magic, virginity, or the rules by which women should live their lives. It may be liberating to pursue this spatial materialism, in the same way that marx and engels pursued an economic materialism. Johnson, in this issue, shows how such a "naïve empiricism" might help move scholars beyond what things "mean," by situating himself imaginatively and phenomenologically in the spaces he wishes to understand. although, as he points out, there is no obvious reason why someone today should have the same sensual response to the processes of entering a castle as someone in the fourteenth century. perhaps space is effectively mute, in which case we might profitably stop turning about it. Others in the social sciences, particularly sociology, have been ready to use a certain sort of spatial "naïve empiricism" to explore complex and dynamic social processes, and have shown that matter in space definitely is not mute. It is determining. In an outstanding work of ethnography, terence mcDonnell sought to understand the ways that meanings and understandings of HIV (or, more accurately, the prevention of HIV) relied on a certain type of reductive, crass materiality by focusing on billboard advertisements in contemporary accra. people set up stalls in front of, or leaned their stalls against, bus-stop advertisements; some ads faded in the sun, such that they were no longer legible; others became tatty, leading people to scorn the message they contained. as he states, he aimed to move "beyond the observation that all cultural objects have material qualities by systematically investigating how materiality structures interpretive interactions. Depending on the unique instantiation of material qualities inherent in an object and the materiality of the context, an object's materiality may trump symbolic forms of communication such as language."
53 So materiality acts in its own right and in its own ways, and it can trump meaning and symbolism. moving materiality further up the causal chain like this is serious stuff. Significantly, though, mcDonnell had tools not available to the historian. He could interview passers-by and ask them if they had seen a billboard and what they thought of it. He could see people setting up stalls at bus stops. and he was studying material things that were, in a sense, almost characteristic of the definition of ephemerality: advertising posters. Historians cannot pose questions or observe people's actions in real-time-though they may interpret images or find fragments of text that offer clues. the existing scholarship on things offers starting points, but in this scholarship, the materiality of things is often quite interstitial, in which the thing serves as a mediator between two people, or transports values or emotions around, rather than acting in its own right as a form of "second nature." 54 In the absence of descriptions of how spaces were used in the past, either spaces themselves must be brought to speak more clearly, or their silence should be respected.
as I will emphasize later, however, space is more durable, more persistent, more like a "second nature" than simply a screen onto which meaning can be projected. even after many hundreds of years, Johnson's study of bodiam in this collection is able to frame how certain material dispositions can force, enable, delimit, and prevent. How, then, might spaces be brought to speak? central to resolving our capacity to tackle space will be a fair amount of intellectual work and debate about materiality. In much work on materiality (not just in history), the materials in question often (though not always) possess a certain sort of ephemerality: coffee, guns, snippets of hair, love spoons, and such like can possess dynamic and multiple lives. they can even sometimes (in the tradition of science and technology studies, of which more later) "configure the user" in interesting ways. the objects that are frequently discussed in histories of material culture are often transitory, both in the way that they often degrade or decay or break up, and in the sense that humans interacting with them can exercise a high degree of agency over them, so they can be ignored.
55 I might wear a wedding ring, and it may have a function: it keeps jewelers in business, it displays my wealth, it advertises my sexuality (though that function may be fading), it deters unwanted advances, it shows I am married with all the social consequences that can have (say, in getting a job), it might cement a link with my son, or carry the memories of a husband when worn on chain around the neck. but I can take it off. I can give it away. I can hide it for a night. Space, on the other hand, is staggeringly obdurate. 56 It is breathtakingly hard to produce a space on any sort of scale larger than a human being, whether it be bodiam castle, a kitchen, a housing project, a house, a shack in a favela, a shopping mall, a city, or a concentration camp, and, once produced, it is breathtakingly hard to change it. changing space usually (though not invariably) requires a level of money, power, skill, relationships, debate, consensus-forming (or violence), and sheer physical brutality that does not characterize changes to the usual objects discussed in the literature on material culture.
the tradition of environmental history offers suggestions for understanding this more obdurate notion of space. environmental history has been widely accepted by the historical profession following braudel's model-usually taught to all undergraduates in historiography courses, but then left to languish thereafter-and is undergoing a renaissance. more recently, as a sub-discipline, its impact has been frustratingly limited. perhaps this is because environmental history has tended, to date, to model its historical narrative around the relationship between humans and a "natural" other. However, this is beginning to change: martin melosi has suggested that we start to view manmade environments, or man-influenced environments (which is to say, most environments in which humans find themselves), as a form of what he calls "second nature": effectively, the "second nature" is the environment that one finds oneself in, if one did not create it but someone else did. 57 thus, melosi suggests, a street or a housing project should be given the same level of environmental "authority" as a mountain range, ocean, or river, in the sense that streets or housing projects are the environments to which the people in them (and outside them) must adapt themselves, with little in the way of choice. We may inscribe other uses onto these "environmental facts" than the ones that they at first suggest, but unless we are very rich, powerful, and skilled, we are unlikely to be able to change them spatially very much (although we might more readily change more ephemeral features, like color).
58 melosi posits a material world that is historicizable in its subsequent interventions in human affairs as a form of "fact" that compels certain types of response. the obduracy and scale of spatial materiality, and the way it circumscribes (but does not eradicate) the agency of the people in a space, are two of the ways it is different from the more conventional focus on materiality in historical writing.
many of the difficulties of materiality point the scholar back to a particularly fertile area of its discussion: science and technology studies (StS), and it is on this field that I wish to conclude. bruno latour's model of the network of actors, some human, some not, is foundational ("actor-network theory"). Science and technology studies has been significant in advancing theories or models of agency that transcend conventional models based on nature, social structures, and cultures of meaning or discursive practice. In one of his most accessible and stimulating essays on matter, latour proposes something of a "democratization" of who and what can act, suggesting we look for the "missing masses" of the world, but only inasmuch as we accept a model of a network or group as something profoundly unstable and contingent.
59 but if one is to posit a world of networks, then however labile and contingent the network might be, it behooves us to attend to the points between which we see human experience taking place in order to work up to the network as a whole. that means accepting a certain amount of "naïve materialism," and mind/matter binarism, if only as a heuristic device to get the ball rolling about the parameters of the relationship we are investigating.
yet the recent willingness to think about what things do is not without its problems, partly because of the "culture of holism" discussed above, and partly because as scholars we struggle to explain influence while distancing ourselves from determinism. latour's insistence that objects can author actions is promising, but with the tendency that agency and structure be collapsed into "hybrid" forms, all those things that are "culture and nature," he is once again overcoming the distinction between the world out there and the world in here by collapsing it. Once collapsed like this, its existence must then be re-established, on what must be, in my view, far less useful foundations (although they may be intellectually purer). for example, he argues: take, for instance, the case of the platinum kilogram maintained by the International bureau of Weights and measures (bureau International des poids et mésures) in a deep vault inside the breteuil pavillon at the Sèvres park outside of paris. Is it a convention? yes. Is it a material object? yes. Is it an international institution? Once more, yes. Does it represent the head of a metrological chain, the ideal model to which all other inferior copies are compared in a solemn ceremony once every two years? again, yes. there is no doubt that it is a hybrid. It seems that no sooner does one touch on the material than one diverts to its immateriality, hybridity, and holism. I do not wish to argue that the immaterial lives of things do not matter, only that in our unremitting emphasis on them since the cultural turn, we preclude a vocabulary-let alone a theory-to talk about materiality an sich. and this has profound implications for the idea of material space as mcDonnell conceives it: as something that acts. there are many scholars in StS who offer us pointers; I will focus on just one. It is not a complete solution, but one that seems particularly useful to historians. thomas gieryn is a sociologist who is interested in how space is used in science, both in its physical and platial qualities. His writing has influenced this essay profoundly, because it proposes a model that is quite historically "available." In his article "What buildings Do," he begins to expand on the materiality of buildings. 61 gieryn argues that approaches that focus on space, which is largely or solely conceived through human action or thoughts or symbols, tends to subsume understandings of matter into a "real-and-imaginary" whole that ultimately cannot ascribe agency to a building. this is because (and this is my gloss on his writings) such approaches cannot get beyond the basic cultural prejudice against the material and toward the mental (a cultural prejudice that pervades Western thought, all the way back to plato's hierarchy of knowledge developed in the Sun, Divided line, and cave in the Republic). gieryn is very alive to the interplay of cultural/social place, human actions, and material space. 62 gieryn's way out of this is one that is useful to historians, partly because of its micro-periodizations.
In exploring the life of a building (which I take to be one of the most archetypal and conspicuous uses of space to intervene in human affairs), gieryn proposes a tipping point when infinite malleability takes on a solid form that is not immutable, but very hard to change-one might add, just as class and gender and sexuality are always mutable, but rarely mutate in an easy or convenient way to people possessing them. In effect, buildings become a "second nature." He explains:
Some designs get built. What once was a malleable plan-an unsettled thing pushed in different directions by competing interests during negotiation and compromise-now attains stability. many possibilities become one actuality. constructivists use the term "closure" to describe the transition of plastic plans into obdurate machines or buildings. the resulting "black box" secures a material artifact and those social relations now built into its design. Once sealed shut, machines are capable of steering social action in ways not always meaningfully apprehended by actors or necessarily congruent with their interests or values. 63 as historians, we have a potent set of chronological phases here for scholarly spatial practice. first, we can attend to all the cultural, symbolic, and performative processes by which certain spaces come to be configured in the way that they are, used in the way that they are, valued in the way that they are-so, place as I have defined it. but then we reach a problem, and one that will require substantial work for historians to overcome: closure. thereafter, it becomes remarkably difficult (though not impossible) to adapt the "thing," especially if it possesses the obduracy of space, and thereafter the material artifact in all its complexity "configures the user," in the language of science studies. there is a historical tipping point at which these spaces (buildings) take shape and thereupon become a material cause, producing effects beyond their symbolic functions. Interpreting this effect must be central to any meaningful "spatial turn," if we are to go beyond the endless pursuit of meanings. If we accept, as mcDonnell and gieryn do, that space acts, we are left with a set of urgent methodological questions because we cannot conduct the ethnographic surveys that they have been able to do.
Historians already use place and location to great effect. If we are content to view a space (not all space, a space) like a building (or a motorway, or a street) as a material artifact "capable of steering social action in ways not always meaningfully apprehended by actors," then we need to start the long, slow process of asking (and theorizing):
1. How might that steering happen? What is doing what to what-and whom? What is the mechanism of action, the line of reasoning that runs from spatial cause→human effect? It is unclear that even professionals in the field (such as architects, builders, or planners) can make consistently accurate predictions about what a space will do-or even if they are interested in doing so.
2. How might historians meaningfully apprehend it, if users cannot? 3. What evidence might be discoverable and admissible to address the problem? What should the relationship be between the spatial evidence and the verbal? can the space speak, or must the historian speak for it? Is an image of the original space superior or inferior to the historian phenomenologically interpreting a surviving space, however degraded? pursuing the tantalizing offering of a world where "things" do would mean abandoning, even only briefly or heuristically, our attempts to erase the nature/ nurture dichotomy and asking what new types of evidence are out there and how we might handle them.
IV. cONclUSIONS most scholarly writing does not attend at all to the environments in which humans exist. Soja's critique of economists could apply equally to historians: they write as if their subject were "packed solidly on the head of a pin."
64 Scholars who do attend to environments mostly emphasize the values, beliefs, actions, and performances associated with those environments, in the character of "place." yet the profitable attention to place (when it has been offered) has a) been undertheorized; b) functioned to make it harder to talk about space, because the word "space" has also been used interchangeably with place to refer to values, symbols, beliefs, actions, and performances; and c) because the word "place" has also been used to refer to locations. this frequent silence about the world that humans are in (rather than the perceptions that humans have of it, or the things they do in it) is not a problem unique to historians, but it does degrade the capacity to deal with the material world almost to zero, by crowding out a possible vocabulary for it. Without a vocabulary for the material environment that is understood to mean "the material environment," and not "just about anything about the environment, or anyone's beliefs about the environment, or anyone's actions in an environment that can be described," the status of the obdurate matter of "a space" will always be uncertain, if not outright excluded. Quite possibly, this does not matter. but if it does not matter, we should come out and say so, and theorize that position too. If colleagues think that "where" is unconnected to "what" and "why" and "how," then this should be stated and proven.
In some ways, this attention to matter, and producing truth-claims from matter, is almost habitual for historians. Historians spend huge amounts of time looking at pieces of matter, all products of invented technologies (paper-making, writing, printing, and so on). and from that matter, they deduce all sorts of causes, all sorts of effects. Whole states rise and fall on the basis of these chits of paper. We need, though, to ask about things-but things not just as transactional objects, or containers of emotions and identities, be they invested with ever-so-much meaning. Spaces go beyond conventional uses of materiality because they have intractability, an obduracy that leaves us having to deal with them as a sort of "second nature," so to view a space as a thing will require further work, thought, and arbitration.
this depends, of course, on whether there is any value perceived in such a project, or if we are content to analyze the world through nowhere/everywhere categories like the economy or class. If we see value in it, we need to define its component features more carefully. We can start by fleshing out theoretically the more consensual areas of historical investigation, by asserting more confidently the importance of place and emplacement to all human inquiry. We can then proceed to analyze the role of location, distribution, scale, distance, and connectivity, as historians of globalization have done. finally, we need to decide if the matter of space matters. If it does, we need to explain how and why. If we are seriously to engage with space, there are some obstacles to overcome. We need to accept that practice, iteration, and embodiment are important, but they are all actions. they are people doing things, not things doing things. We need to accept that holism, at some level, presumes separate things that need to be made whole. and we need to accept that networks exist between things, and that therefore defining and studying the things in a network are useful. If there is no value in space, then we should conclude forthrightly that space is a useless category of historical analysis. I do not think that it is, but I hope that a little bit of taxonomic clarity can stimulate thinking about how to proceed, and both moderate the claims made for a genuinely "spatial" turn as well as inspire clearer assertions of the ways that space acts in historical scholarship.
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